Problem Statement: The rise of premarital studies raises questions about the effectiveness of educational programs developed to prepare young couples for marriage and family life.
Introduction
The family, perhaps the most important building stone of society, plays a significant role in raising healthy individuals and creating a stronger society. Marriage is the most important and serious step preceding establishing a family (Dinçyürek & Uygarer, 2012) . When studies conducted on marriage and family, in Turkey and around the world, are examined, divorce rates are frequently addressed. According to data of the Turkish Statistics Institution (TUİK), the number of Turkish divorces in the first half of 2012 increased by 5.8% compared to the same period of the previous year, reaching 33,474 (TÜİK, 2012) for the six-month period. Increasing year by year, the number of divorces leads to the obvious conclusion couples' expectations from marriage were not fulfilled. Experts frequently try to bring premarital relationships to the attention of the public, educators and politicians, and emphasize the importance of preventative works to lower the rate of divorce, since several research studies have shown that the rate of divorce is 30% lower among couples who attend to and complete marriage preparation programs (Stanley, Amato, Johnson & Markman, 2006) .
No doubt, couples pass through an extended process before they reach the point of deciding to divorce. The high numbers of divorce suggest that certain problems become unsolvable for couples. In the context of these problems, researchers point to the connections between divorce and the premarital period. Factors influencing marriage decisions may cause both problems and benefits during marriage (Dinçyürek & Uygarer, 2012) . According to Kalkan, Hamamcı and Yalçın (2012) , the premarital period may be deceptive for both parties if either person or both tends to present only positive sides of their own personalities and overlook the negative qualities of their partner. Keitner, Heru and Glick (2010) point out that reluctance to recognize each other's differences in a relationship may result in a tendency to suppress differences, which may in turn create disappointments and conflicts. Partners who do not accept each other as is generally experience more problems.
Constraints affecting young individuals in preparation for marriage and family life have also been the subject of research. According to Olson and DeFrain (1994) , engaged couples may develop an idealistic point of view for their future marriage. In general, problems arise when the first romantic phase of love comes to an end. At this point, counseling is capable of helping couples to renew and review their relationships (Peake & Steep, 2005) . On the other hand, studies conducted on marriage show us that therapies applied to already damaged marriages have a very low rate of success. Several findings reveal that couples consider marriage counseling to be quite costly and that many couples experiencing marriage stress either do not seek support, or seek it after a considerable span of time (Sullivan, Pasch, Cornelius & Cirigliano, 2004) . According to Bringle and Byers (1997) , couples unfortunately receive counseling not as a preventive measure before problems arise, but after several problems develop and reach a serious state. The success rate is low for couples who seek marriage and family counseling at a very late stage.
These outcomes reflect the importance of the preventive dimension of marriage and family counseling, as is the case for many other fields included counseling and guidance. While the rates and negative effects of divorce are frequently mentioned, research and educational programs that emphasize the importance of the premarital relationship in the prevention of divorce and the creation of a healthy family life are too limited. Early intervention and support are known to be effective means of encouraging young individuals to marry only after establishing a strong relationship. They also improve loyalty and reduce the risks for a problematic relationship. They ensure that individuals adopt realistic expectations, reach a better understanding of marital roles and problems arising during marriage, and develop marital communication and problem-solving skills (Silliman & Schumm, 2004 ).
In Turkish society, which attaches great importance to the wedding day, it is necessary to draw the attention of a young couple away from marriage, a very important period of life, and to premarital counseling programs. The same seems to apply to American society; Britzman and Nagelhout (2012) accordingly report that people generally allocate too little time to considering what awaits them in their future marriage. It is particularly important for individuals the answer to the question "What would it be like to be married to me?" before deciding for it.
A common aspect of the international studies conducted on premarital relationships is the emphasis on the importance of communication and conflict solving. Doherty (2003) states that premarital counseling is important in addressing major issues of married life, which are listed as: couple communication, problemsolving techniques, loyalty, sexual desire and expectations, economical structure and financial management, and parenting approach. When the literature on premarital counseling is reviewed, the significance of romanticism and sexuality, acceptance of differences as is, and mutual support are prominent themes. Research shows us that premarital education has become widespread in the last 50 years and that couples who attend and complete a premarital program have a higher quality of marriage, lower level of conflict and 30% lower rate of divorce (Stanley, Amato, Johnson & Markman, 2006) . Marriage preparation and enhancement programs, premarital counseling and other preventive measures help to build stronger marriages and reduce marital stress (Lesage-Higgins, 1999) .
In Turkey, premarital education has been addressed at the ministry level in recent years. When the Ministry of Family and Social Policies issued a statement noting, "Just as a person needs to complete a course to receive a driving license, the same may apply for marriage license," the media reacted by stressing the importance of the issue. "Marriage preparation courses" were organized and realized through the evaluation that, "The way of strengthening the institution of marriage follows from premarital courses," (The Ministry of Family and Social Policies, 2013) .
The rise of such practices raises questions about the effectiveness of educational programs developed to prepare young individuals for marriage and family life and how such programs should be evaluated. The need for scientific, valid and reliable measuring instruments for use in evaluating such programs has become apparent. When earlier studies carried out in Turkey were reviewed, the author found that, in terms of validity and reliability, the number of measuring instruments for evaluating the effectiveness of premarital counseling programs was limited.
Although longstanding premarital counseling programs and measuring instruments can be found in non-Turkish studies, dyadic relationships are known to differ due to individuals' cultural backgrounds, local conditions and social group structures. From this point of view, we decided to develop a new instrument for measuring various aspects of dyadic relationships under the specific conditions of our own country, instead of trying to adopt a scale developed on the basis of a different culture. Larson et al. (1995) suggest that premarital measurements must be strong enough in five particular fields: they must be designed mainly or specifically for measuring premarital relationships; must ensure that comprehensive data are obtained about the educational process; must be applicable on a large scale; must be easily understood; and lastly, must be shown to be valid and reliable. In this study, which accounted for all those these criteria, the aim was to develop a Dyadic Relationship Scale for measuring various aspects of relationships among Turkish university students and to contribute to filling a gap in the literature.
Method

Research Sample
To determine the validity and reliability of the DRS, first, a trial form consisting of 85 items was distributed to 52 students of the university: items that students found to be confusing were subsequently rearranged . Validity and reliability work by use of the final DRS form was performed with the participation of 678 randomly selected Hacettepe University students, 376 of whom were female (55.5%) and 302 were male (44.5%). In addition, split-half reliability and criterion-related validity analyses were carried out with 204 and 181 university students, respectively. In total, 1,115 university students contributed to the development of the Dyadic Relationship Scale.
Procedure
In order for the Dyadic Relationship Scale to be developed, firstly a literature review was first performed, and five subscales and an item pool of 88 items were established by determining the feelings, thoughts and behaviors of university students regarding premarital relationships. The five subscales included under the DRS are Communication, Romanticism-Sexuality, Conflict Solving, Social Support and Acceptance of Differences. Perceived Social Support Scale (Yıldırım, 2004 ) was used in the establishment of the Social Support subscale. After making necessary arrangements on the items pool in line with the suggestions given by three counseling and guidance authorities, three of the items were removed and a trial form consisting of 85 items was prepared. In consequence of the implementation of the trial form, items found to be confusing were rewritten. At the next stage, validity and reliability studies were conducted on the DRS with the data collected from 678 students. As a result, the number of items in the final form of the DRS was reduced to 78. For testing the validity of the scale, criterion-related validity was analyzed, comparing the DRS and the Pre-Marital Relationship Assessment Scale. Cronbach alpha coefficients and item/total statistics of the scale were reviewed for determining reliability coefficients of the scale. The split-half reliability method was applied as well.
Research Instruments and Procedure
Pre-Marital Relationship Assessment Scale (PMRAS) (Kalkan & Nevres Kaya, 2007) was employed for reviewing the criterion-related validity of the DRS. While the two scales present similarities in terms of the qualities intended to be measured and the study groups, there are differences related to the sub-dimensions measured. PMRAS is a scale with 34 items and five grades. Five factors are included in this scale, which explains 42.9% of the total variance. The correlation coefficient between the scores of PMRAS and the Relationship Happiness Scale was found to be .48 (p<.01), while the internal consistency coefficient for the whole PMRAS (Cronbach alpha) was calculated to be .86. Moreover, the test-retest reliability coefficient calculated on 64 individuals' PMRAS scores was .72 (p<.01).
Data Analysis
The SPSS software was employed for data analysis. First, it was considered that KMO must be higher than 0.60 and the Barlett test must provide significant results in order for the data to be deemed suitable for a factor analysis (Büyüköztürk, 2004) . After it was determined that the data were suitable for carrying out a factor analysis, the factor structure of the scale and factor loading of the items were examined by use of the exploratory factor analysis. Meanwhile, the principal components analysis (PCA) was selected to be applied as the factoring technique. Common factor variance of the factors on each variable, factor loadings of items and explained variance proportions were examined within the scope of the analyses. A factor loading value of .30 or higher was taken as a criterion for determining factor structures of the items. The items were required to have a factor loading of 0.30 or higher for the first factor, and each subscale was required to be one-dimensional and provide a usable total score in the component matrix table (Büyüköztürk 2004) . The varimax rotation technique was selected in order to ensure that interrelated items form factors by combining and that the factors were constructed easily. As a result of the analyses, removed from the scales were items that had factor loading values lower than 0.30 for the first factor, or had similar factor loading values for several factors and provided little distinctiveness, or presented weak correlation with other items of the scale. Validity of the DRS was also checked by use of the criterion-related validity method The Pearson correlation coefficient was analyzed between the DRS and the Pre-Marital Relationship Assessment Scale (PMRAS). Cronbach alpha coefficients and item/total correlation values of the scale were reviewed for evaluating the scale's reliability.
Results
Validity of the DRS
In this study, validity of the DRS was examined in two ways. First, a factor analysis was performed in order to reveal the structural validity of the DRS. The KMO coefficient and explained total variance were studied for all subscales of the DRS. In factor analysis, factors with an eigenvalue of 1 or higher are considered to be significant (Büyüköztürk 2004) . Based on this consideration, factor structures were examined separately for each subscale, and factor analysis results belonging to the subscales are addressed in this section of the study.
Factor analysis results for the communication subscale. The "Communication" subscale of the DRS consisted of 15 items. The KMO coefficient was calculated to be .77. The result of the Barlett test was significant for this subscale. Factor-3: % 9,03 Factor-4: % 7,30 Factor-5: % 6,93 Factor-6: % 6,73
Common factor variance of the factors for each variable ranged from .533 to .733. The Communication subscale presented a structure of six factors with eigenvalues higher than 1. The six factors explained 64.19% of the total variance altogether. Calculated variance percentages explained by the first, second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth factors were 24.64, 9.56, 9.03, 7.30, 6.93 and 6.73, respectively. Factor loadings of the items (component matrix) varied between .335 and .647 at the first factor.
As a result of the varimax rotation technique, the first factor was determined to consist of three items (1, 4, 14) ; the second to consist of three items (7, 8, 10) ; the third to consist of three items (16, 17, 18) ; the fourth to consist of three items (9, 12, 13); the fifth to consist of two items (15, 21); and the sixth factor was determined to consist of only one item (2). Factors were named based on the contents of the items. Thus, the first factor was called "verbal offence"; the second was "self regulation"; the third, "self control"; the fourth, "manipulation"; the fifth, "sharing and coupling"; and the sixth factor was "tiring out".
Factor analysis results for the romanticism-sexuality subscale. The "RomanticismSexuality" subscale of the DRS consisted of 18 items. The KMO coefficient was calculated to be .89. The result of the Barlett test was significant for this subscale. Factor-3: % 6,56 Factor-4: % 6,02 Factor-5: % 5,61
As a result of the varimax rotation technique, the first factor was determined to consist of six items (16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21) ; the second factor was determined to consist of five items (2, 4, 5, 9, 13); the third factor was determined to consist of two items (11, 12); the fourth factor was determined to consist of three items (3, 7, 10); and the fifth factor was determined to consist of two items (15, 22) . The names of factors were derived from the contents of the items. Thus, the first factor was called "romanticism behaviors"; the second factor was called "relationship saturation"; the third factor was called "physical intimacy"; the fourth factor was called "romanticism perception"; and the fifth factor was called "romanticism expectation".
Factor analysis results for the conflict solving subscale. The "Conflict Solving" subscale of the DRS consisted of 18 items. The KMO coefficient was calculated to be .86. The result of the Barlett test was significant for this subscale. 
,533
Explained Variance: Total: % 60,1 Factor-1: % 28,17 Factor-2: % 13,08
Factor-3: % 6,94 Factor-4: % 6,14 Factor-5: % 5,76
Common factor variance for the factors on each variable ranged from .509 to .720. The Conflict Solving subscale presented a structure of five factors with eigenvalues higher than 1. The five factors explained 60.1% of the total variance. Calculated variance percentages explained by the first, second, third, fourth and fifth factors were 28.17, 13.08, 6.94, 6.14 and 5.76, respectively. Factor loadings of the items (component matrix) varied between .395 and .679 for the first factor.
As a result of the varimax rotation technique, the first factor was determined to consist of five items (13, 18, 20, 21, 24) ; the second factor was determined to consist of four items (15, 17, 22, 23) ; the third factor was determined to consist of four items (4, 5, 8, 11); the fourth factor was determined to consist of three items (1, 9, 10); and the fifth factor was determined to consist of 2 items (6, 12). The names of actors were derived from the contents of the items. Thus, the first factor was called "tendency for lack of conflicting"; the second factor was called "self control"; the third factor was "power struggle"; the fourth factor was "aiming at solutions"; and the fifth factor was as "implicit conflict".
Factor analysis results for the social support subscale. The "Social Support" subscale of the DRS consisted of twelve items. The KMO coefficient was calculated to be .92. The result of the Barlett test was significant for this subscale. Common factor variance of the factors on each variable was found to range from .554 to .747. The Social Support subscale presented a structure of two factors with eigenvalues higher than 1. The two factors explained 63.32% of the total variance together. Calculated variance percentages explained by the first and second factors were 54.16 and 9.16 respectively. Factor loadings of the items (component matrix) were seen to vary between .565 and .809 at the first factor.
Table 4.
Factor Analysis Results for the Social Support Subscale of the DRS
As a result of the Varimax rotation technique, the first factor was determined to consist of 9 items (3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 20) ; and the second factor was determined to consist of three items (15, 16, 19) . Factors were named in consideration of the contents of the items. Thus, the first factor was named as "emotional support"; and the second factor was named as "appreciating".
Factor analysis results for the acceptance of differences subscale. The "Acceptance of Differences" subscale of the DRS consisted of fifteen items. The KMO coefficient was calculated to be .81. The result of the Barlett test was significant for this subscale. The common factor variance of the factors on each variable ranged from .504 to .761. The Acceptance of Differences subscale presented a structure of five factors with eigenvalues higher than 1. The five factors explained 60.7% of the total variance. Calculated variance percentages explained by the first, second, third, fourth and fifth factors were 26. 65, 11.43, 8.85, 7.06 and 6.73, respectively . Factor loadings of the items (component matrix) varied between .384 and .667 for the first factor.
As a result of the Varimax rotation technique, the first factor was determined to consist of three items (8, 9, 12); the second factor was determined to consist of three items (13, 16, 18) ; the third factor was determined to consist of three items (2, 3, 5); the fourth factor was determined to consist of three items (7, 10, 11); and the fifth factor was determined to consist of three items (4, 14, 20) . Factor names were derived from the contents of the items. Thus, the first factor was named "acceptance of socioeconomic differences"; the second factor was named "acceptance of personal differences"; the third factor was named "acceptance of personal preference differences"; the fourth factor was named as "sense of belonging"; and the fifth factor was named "respect".
High loading values for the first factor of the items before the rotation, the high percentage of variance explained by the first factor, and the rapid decrease on the line chart following the first factor together suggest that the subscales also have a common factor. The literature tells us that loading values of .45 or higher for items is a positive criterion for selection; however, the limit value can be .30 for a small number of items in practice (Büyüköztürk, 2004) . While the subscales of the DRS were limited in quantity, there was no item with a factor loading value lower than .30.
Criterion-Related Validity of the DRS
Validity of the DRS was analyzed using the "Criterion-related validity" method as well. The DRS and the Premarital Relationship Assessment Scale were applied with 181 Hacettepe University students. Pearson correlation coefficients for the scales are shown in Table 6 . COM= Communication, RS= Romanticism-Sexuality, CS= Conflict Solving, SS= Social Support, AD= Acceptence of Difference, DRS= Dyadic Relationship Scale, PMRAS= Premarital Relationship Assessment Scale **Correlation is significant at 0.01 level * Correlation is significant at 0.05 level
As can be seen in Table 6 , there are positive and significant correlations between the DRS and its subscales and the PMRAS. These correlations can be considered evidence of the validity of the DRS and its subscales. The two methods implemented for evaluating the validity of the DRS each produced positive results.
Reliability of the DRS
Reliability of the DRS was calculated in two ways. First, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was analyzed for all subscales of the DRS. Alpha coefficients were calculated to be .77 for the Communication subscale, .88 for the RomanticismSexuality subscale, .85 for the Conflict Solving subscale, .91 for the Social Support subscale and .79 for the Acceptance of Differences subscale. According to the literature, reliability coefficients of .70 or higher are considered to be sufficient in terms of reliability in the interpretation of Cronbach alpha scores. Second, split-half reliability coefficients of the DRS were found to be .61 for the Communication subscale, .64 for the Romanticism-Sexuality subscale, .73 for the Conflict Solving subscale, .69 for the Social Support subscale and .64 for the Acceptance of Differences subscale. Split-half coefficients of the DRS comply with the values expected from the literature. Evidence reached for validity and reliability show that the DRS can be validly and reliably used for measuring dyadic relationship levels in university students.
Scoring of the DRS
Items included in the scope of the DRS were grouped in subscales. The total number of DRS items is 78, 15 of which are included in the Communication subscale, 18 in the Romanticism-Sexuality subscale, 18 in the Conflict Solving subscale, 12 in the Social Support subscale and the remaining 15 in the Acceptance of Differences subscale. All subscales also have reverse items. Three grades could be chosen from the scale ("completely fits me" = 3, "does not fit me at all" = 1), and the students were requested to put a cross in the parentheses of relevant grade. Direct items were scored with their mentioned points, while reverse items were scored contrarily. Score ranges for the subscales and the scale itself are 15-45 for Communication; 18-54 for Romanticism-Sexuality; 18-57 for Conflict Solving; 12-36 for Social Support; 15-45 for Acceptance of Differences; and 78-234 for the whole DRS. Higher scores indicate a more positive dyadic relationship for the individual in relation to the relevant subscale.
Discussion and Conclusions
The evidence reached for validity and reliability show that the DRS can be validly and reliably used for measuring dyadic relationship levels among university students. However, in order for the DRS to be capable of measuring dyadic relationships of individuals from other age groups, validity and reliability works must be performed for the scale. A limitation of the study is that it was not always possible to apply the scale to both partners simultaneously. The DRS was observed to measure various factors including, but not limited to, verbal offense, self regulation, self control, manipulation, sharing and coupling, romanticism behaviors, physical intimacy, romanticism perception, tendency for non-conflict, power struggle, aiming at solutions, implicit conflict, emotional support, appreciation, acceptance of socioeconomic differences, and acceptance of personal differences. On the other hand, other instruments should be developed for measuring additional factors of a dyadic relationship for university students, which are not included in the scope of this study.
As it was mentioned in the introduction section, premarital programs gradually became widespread in Turkey and several research studies show that a healthy dyadic relationship is a prerequisite for a healthy marriage. It is not a realistic approach to think that the problems experienced during the early dyadic relationship will come to an end with the wedding ceremony. On the contrary, problems which are not solved during the early phase of the relationship tend to continue after marriage and may even lead to the break-up marriages by creating a snowball effect. Premarital counseling is rather significant because it capable of its preparing the partners for a healthier marriage and preventing the negative and costly impacts of divorces on individuals as well as on their families and the society (Carroll & Doherty, 2003) . New measuring instruments are needed to support the proliferation of premarital programs and to evaluate marriage preparation programs. In line with this need, implementers of premarital counseling and marriage preparation programs can use the DRS in evaluating the effectiveness of their practices. The DRS can be particularly useful in the implementation of marriage preparation programs targeting university students as pre-post tests. Reviews of empirical studies conducted in the field of counseling and guidance show that premarital psychoeducational programs can be effective (Duran; Yalçın, 2010; Yılmaz & Kalkan, 2010 ).
An additional benefit can be created by determining the students who are experiencing problems in their dyadic relationships and ensuring that they receive individual and group therapy support from counseling centers of universities. The DRS can be also used by counselors, couples and family counselors, psychologists, psychiatrists, social service specialists and researchers. Results of the scale are thought to be beneficial, particularly for therapists specializing in couples therapy. 
